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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on September 04, 2007. 
Claims 1, 4-17 and 21-24 have been amended. No claims have been canceled. Claims 
3 and 19 have been withdrawn. Therefore, claims 1-24 are presented for further 
examination. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 20 is objected to because of the following informalities: "The method of 
claim 20" is understood as -The method of claim 17~. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because of the following reasons: 

5. In claim 9, in paragraph 0048 of the specification applicant has provided 
evidence that applicant intends the medium to include signals as such the claim is 
drawn to a form of energy. Energy is not one of the four categories of invention and 
therefore this claim is not statutory. Energy is not a series of steps or acts and thus is 
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not a process. Energy is not a physical article or object and as such is not a machine or 
manufacture. Energy is not combination of substances and therefor not a composition 
of matter. 

6. Claims 10-16 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because they are directly on 
independent claim 9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 9, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lin, United States Patent Application Publication Number 2006/0173989 
(hereinafter Lin), in view of Paul et al., United States Patent Number 7,185,070 
(hereinafter Paul). 

9. With respect to claims 1 , 9, and 17, Lin teaches a system for controlling packet 
classification behavior [= action classification specification 203b and paragraph 0023] of 
a plurality of network processors [= action processor 1, action processor 2, and/or action 
processor n, fig.1] in a network, the network also including at least one host processor 
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utilizing at least one packet classification application [= policy based application 102], 
the system comprising: 

■ a plurality of definable rules [= policies database 202] for determining packet 
classification behavior in a predetermined priority sequence [= sorting network 
traffic into flows, paragraph 0019-0032], 

■ a plurality of application program interfaces (APIs) [= policy engine AP1 104] 
communicating with the at least one packet classification application and the 
plurality of network processors, the plurality of APIs for communicating with 
the at least one packet classification application in the at least one host 
processor in a network processor [fig. 2]; 

■ wherein the plurality of APIs allow the at least one packet classification 
application to be network processor independent and to manage the packet 
classification behavior of the plurality of network processors in the network 
processor specific manner [figs.2-3], and further include a define API [= policy 
engine API 104] for allowing a rule of the plurality of definable rules to be 
defined [paragraph 0016-0018]. 

However, Lin does not explicitly show a plurality of generic application program 
interfaces (APIs) for communicating in a network processor independent manner. 

In a system for controlling packet classification, Paul suggests a plurality of 
generic application program interfaces (APIs) [fig.1]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Line in view of Paul by implementing a generic 
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APIs for communicating in a network processor independent manner because this 
feature allows applications communicating over a network to utilize a desired QoS level 
throughout the entire period of communication, independent of the processor 
architectures, operating systems, network architectures, and transport protocols utilized 
by the application [Paul, col. 2, II. 54-67]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order to access by a 
variety of network architectures, operating systems, processor architectures, and 
transport protocols, so that each can establish the desired QoS level [Paul. col. 3, II. 7- 
10]. 

10. Claims 2, 10, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lin in view of Paul, as applied to claims 1 . 9, and 17 above, and further in vie^w of 
Sinha. United States Patent Number 7,000,237 (hereinafter Sinha). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 2, Lin does not explicitly show wherein the plurality of 
generic APIs further return a null behavior for a portion of the plurality of heterogeneous 
network processors in which a particular function of a particular API is not supported. 

In a system for controlling packet classification, Paul suggests a plurality of 
generic application program interfaces (APIs) [fig.1]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Lin in view of Paul by implementing a plurality 
of APIs because this feature allows applications communicating over a network to utilize 
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a desired QoS level throughout the entire period of connmunication, independent of the 
processor architectures, operating systems, network architectures, and transport 
protocols utilized by the application [Paul, col. 2, II. 54-67]. It is for this reason that one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order 
to access by a variety of network architectures, operating systems, processor 
architectures, and transport protocols, so that each can establish the desired QoS level 
[Paul, col. 3. II. 7-10]. 

However, Lin in view Paul does not explicitly show return a null behavior for a 
portion of the plurality of heterogeneous network processors in which a particular 
function of a particular API is not supported. 

Further, in a communication system, Sinha discloses return a null behavior for a 
portion of the plurality of heterogeneous network processors in which a particular 
function of a particular API is not supported [col. 5, 11.4 through col. 6, II. 4]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Lin in view of Paul, and further in view of 
Sinha by return a null behavior for a portion of the plurality of heterogeneous network 
processors in which a particular function of a particular API is not supported because 
this feature determines if the parameters are valid [Sinha, col. 5, II. 16-17]. It is for this 
reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been 
rhotivated in order to indicate that registration has not occurred [Sinha, col. 5, II. 19-20]. 

12. Claims 3-7, 11-15, and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
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unpatentable over Lin in view of Paul, as applied to clainris 1, 9, and 17 above, and 
further in view of Potterveld et al., United States Patent Number 5,878,431 (hereinafter 
Potterveld). 

13. With respect to claims 3, 6, 1 1, 14, 19, and 22, Lin does not explicitly show 
wherein a plurality of rules are used in the packet classification behavior and wherein 
the plurality of generic APIs include a define API for allowing a rule of the plurality of 
rules to be defined. 

In a system for controlling packet classification, Paul suggests a plurality of 
generic application program interfaces (APIs) [fig.1]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify LIN in view of Paul by implementing a plurality 
of APIs because this feature allows applications communicating over a network to utilize 
a desired QoS level throughout the entire period of communication, independent of the 
processor architectures, operating systems, network architectures, and transport 
protocols utilized by the application [Paul, col. 2, II. 54-67]. It is for this reason that one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order 
to access by a variety of network architectures, operating systems, processor 
architectures, and transport protocols, so that each can establish the desired QoS level 
[Paul, col. 3, II. 7-10]. 
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However, Lin in view Paul does not explicitly show a purge API to allow a portion 
of the plurality of rules for a network processor of the plurality of heterogeneous network 
processors to be deleted. 

Further, in a communication system, Sinha discloses allowing a rule of the 
plurality of rules to be defined [see abstract and col. 3, 11.13 through col. 4, II. 15]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Lin in view of Paul, and further in view of 
Potterveld by allowing a rule of the plurality of rules to be defined because this feature 
specifies a consistent approach for the design of application programs [Potterveld, see 
abstract]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have been motivated in order to manage topological associations 
between objects [Potterveld, see abstract]. 

14. With respect to claims 4, 7, 12, 15, 20, and 23, Lin in view of Paul does not 
explicitly show wherein the define API allows a priority, a rule number, a rule type, at 
least one corresponding field and at least one corresponding patterns to be defined. 

In a communication system, Sinha discloses wherein the define API allows a 
priority, a rule number, a rule type, at least one corresponding field and at least one 
corresponding patterns to be defined [col. 24, II. 4-64]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Lin in view of Paul, and further in view of 
Potterveld by allowing a priority, a rule number, a rule type, at.least on corresponding 
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field and at least one corresponding patterns to be defined because this feature 
specifies a consistent approach for the design of application programs [Potterveld, see 
abstract]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have been motivated in order to manage topological associations 
between objects [Potterveld, see abstract], 

1 5. With respect to claim 5, Lin does not explicitly show wherein a plurality of rules 
are used in the packet classification behavior and wherein the plurality of generic APIs 
include a purge API to allow a portion of the plurality of rules for a network processor of 
the plurality of heterogeneous network processors to be deleted. 

In a system for controlling packet classification, Paul suggests a plurality of 
generic application program interfaces (APIs) [fig.1]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Lin in view of Paul by implementing a plurality 
of APIs because this feature allows applications communicating over a network to utilize 
a desired QoS level throughout the entire period of communication, independent of the 
processor architectures, operating systems, network architectures, and transport 
protocols utilized by the application [Paul, col. 2, II. 54-67]. It is for this reason that one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order 
to access by a variety of network architectures, operating systems, processor 
architectures, and transport protocols, so that each can establish the desired QoS level 
[Paul. col. 3, II. 7-10]. 
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However, Lin in view Paul does not explicitly show a purge API to allow a portion 
of the plurality of rules for a network processor of the plurality of heterogeneous network 
processors to be deleted. 

Further, in a communication system, Sinha discloses a purge API to allow a 
portion of the plurality of rules for a network processor of the plurality of heterogeneous 
network processors to be deleted [col. 24, II. 4-64]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Lin in view of Paul, and further in view of 
Potterveld by allowing a portion of the plurality of rules for a network processor of the 
plurality of heterogeneous network processors to be deleted because this feature 
specifies a consistent approach for the design of application programs [Potterveld, see 
abstract]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have been motivated in order to manage topological associations 
between objects [Potterveld, see abstract]. 

16. Claims 8, 16, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lin in view of Paul, as applied to claims 1 , 9, and 17 above, and further in view of 
Goode et al.. United States Patent Application Publication Number 2004/0103110 
(hereinafter Goode). 

1 7. With respect to claim 8, Lin does not explicitly show wherein a plurality of rules 
are used in the packet classification behavior and wherein the plurality of generic APIs 
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include a swap API for allowing a first priority of a first rule to be swapped with a second 
priority of a second rule. 

In a system'for controlling packet classification, Paul suggests a plurality of 
generic application program interfaces (APIs) [fig.1]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify LIN in view of Paul by implementing a plurality 
of APIs because this feature allows applications communicating over a network to utilize 
a desired QoS level throughout the entire period of communication, independent of the 
processor architectures, operating systems, network architectures, and transport 
protocols utilized by the application [Paul, col. 2, II. 54-67]. It is for this reason that one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order 
to access by a variety of network architectures, operating systems, processor 
architectures, and transport protocols, so that each can establish the desired QoS level 
[Paul, col. 3, II. 7-10]. 

However, Lin in view Paul does not explicitly show swapping API for allowing a 
first priority of a first rule to be swapped with a second priority of a second rule. 

Further, in a communication system, Goode discloses swapping API for allowing 
a first priority of a first rule to be swapped with a second priority of a second rule 
[paragraphs 0005-0012 and 0034-0082]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify LIN in view of Paul, and further in view of 
Goodel by swapping API for allowing a first priority of a first rule to be swapped with a 
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second priority of a second rule because this feature optimize serialization code when 
porting high performance applications [Goode, paragraphs 0007-0014]. It is for this 
reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been 
motivated in order to accommodate the performance related features of serialized code 
in complex applications [Goode, see abstract]. 

Response to Arguments 

18. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 4-18, and 20-24 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

19. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a), 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THF^EE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR. 1.1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

20. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nghi V. Iran whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4067. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday and every other 
Friday (6:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-396. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Nghi Tran / / 
Patent Examiner / / 
ArtUnit2151 ( Op^^^^ ^ 

October 26, 2007 



